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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is an initial Office Action upon examination of the above-identified 
application on the merits. Claims 1 - 46 are pending in this application. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 

the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign 
country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claims 1 - 6, 9 - 13, 38 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Siegrist, Jr. (US 5,652,842). 

4. As per claim 1, Siegrist, Jr et al discloses a method of coordinating services, comprising 
the steps of: providing a database of service providers (column 3, lines 40 - 45); obtaining 
service need information concerning a customer (column 3, lines 32 - 34); selecting at least a 
portion of the service the database based on the service need information (column 4, lines 3-6, 
his "which patient groups in which hospitals"); ranking the selected service providers; (column 
10, lines 28 - 31, his ranking of hospitals by lowest cost per case with lowest ranked first) and 
presenting at least one of the ranked service providers to the customer for choice to perform the 
service (table VII, columns 93 and 94). 

5. As per claim 2, Siegrist, Jr et al discloses a method as claimed in claim 1, wherein the 
providing step is practiced by: defining a plurality of service zones (column 6, lines 40-45, his 
use of zip code to define zones); 
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establishing at least one service factor for each service zone, the service factor including 
a price adjustment for services provided by the service providers in the service zone (column 
13, line 32, his "length of stay") 

identifying service providers in each service zone willing to provide services at a price 
incorporating the service factor (column 13, lines 58-60, his client hospital); 

inputting the identified service providers into the database (column 7, lines 21 - 23). 

6. As per claim 3, Siegrist, Jr et al discloses a method as claimed in claim 2, including 
obtaining a first price for a repair service (column 10, line 50, his "CostTable"); 

adjusting the first price by the at least one service factor to define a modified price (fig. 
lib, his direct cost per case is adjusted to obtain a total cost per case). 

7. As per claim 4, Siegrist, Jr et al discloses a method as claimed in claim 2, including 
establishing at least one supplemental service factor for at least a portion of the service providers 
in the database (fig. lib, his "direct cost per case" is adjusted to obtain a "total cost per case"). 

8. As per claim 5, Siegrist, Jr et al discloses a method as claimed in claim 4, including 
ranking the selected service providers by supplemental service factor (figure 1 Ic, his ranking of 
cost factor by deviation from an average cost). 

9. As per claim 6, whole Siegrist, Jr et al does not explicitly disclose the feature of 
adjusting a first p rice for services in a service zone by the service factor and supplemental 
service factor to obtain a total discount price. However, this feature is deemed to be inherent to 
the Siegrist, Jr et al invention as lines 34 - 37 of column 4 show that "a single competitor is more 
superior in a particular area" and that this factor does in fact justify a higher premium price and 
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enabling competitors to offer a discounted price on the same service due to the specialization 
service factor and supplemental service factors. 

10. As per claim 9, Siegrist, Jr et al discloses a method wherein the selecting step is practiced 
by: generating a reference area (column 6, lines 40 - 45, his use of zip code to define zones); 
identifying service providers in the database located in the reference area (table VII, columns 93 
and 94). 

11. As per claim 10, Siegrist, Jr et al discloses a method as claimed in claim 1, wherein the 
ranking step is practiced by obtaining a primary ranking by determining at least one of a last 
service date, a supplemental service factor, and a satisfaction index for each service provider 
and ranking the selected service providers by at least one of the last service date, supplemental 
service factor, and satisfaction index (column 1, line 32, his "discharge date" is a last service 
date). 

12. As per claim 11, Siegrist, Jr et al discloses a method as claimed in claim 10, obtaining a 
secondary ranking by: 

selecting at least a portion of the service providers from the primary ranking 
(column 4, lines 3-6, his parameters to determine which patient groups and hospitals to 
compare); 

ranking the selected portion of the selected service providers by at least one of the last 
service date, supplemental service factor, and satisfaction index to form the secondary ranking 
(column 12, lines 42 - 47, where service providers are ranked by the supplemental service factor 
of their respective payor). 
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13. As per claims 12 and 13, Siegrist, Jr et ai discloses the methods, wherein the selected 
service providers are selected by selecting the top 20% of the service providers from the primary 
ranking (column 10, lines 24-35, where the ranking and limiting a list to a given number of 
items and to an average is discloses). 

14. As per claim 38, Siegrist, Jr et al discloses an apparatus for coordinating services, 
comprising: 

a data storage device (figure 1, item 12) and (column 3, lines 32 -33); 

a processor (figure 1, item 11) connected to the data storage device, the storage device 
storing a program and a database of service providers, wherein the processor is operative with 
the program to receive service need information, to select at least a portion of the service 
providers in the database based on the service need information, and to rank the selected service 
providers (column 10, lines 24 - 34). 

15. As per claim 39, Siegrist, Jr et al discloses the apparatus as claimed in claim 38, wherein 
the processor is further operative with the program to: 

receive a plurality of service zones (column 6, lines 43 - 46, his zip code field); 

Borghesi et al do not explicitly disclose the feature of inputting at least one service factor 
for each service zone. However, this feature is deemed to be inherent in comparison of the 
Diagnosis Related Groups in Table V, which show that some service providers offer services that 
other service providers do not offer, which discloses a major service factor that distinguishes 
hospitals in the same service zone. 
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16. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

17. Claims 14-17 and 41 - 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by 
the web site www.safelite.com as archived on June 20, 2000. 

As per claims 14 and 41, www. saf elite . com discloses the method and apparatus of 
coordinating an automotive glass repair process for a customer, comprising the steps of: 

providing a database of glass repair shops (page 3, a database of "over 700 stores across 
America"); 

obtaining glass loss information (page 9, the make and model of the car with glass 
damage and page 10, "on what day and time did the damage occur?"); 

selecting at least a portion of the glass repair shops in the database based on the glass 
loss information (page 3, "enter your zip code below for a list of service center addresses and 
phone numbers); 

ranking the selected glass repair shops; and presenting at least one of the ranked repair 
shops to the customer for choice to perform the glass repair (page 3, "enter your zip code below 
for a list of service center addresses and phone numbers", where the service centers are ranked 
by geographical proximity to the entered address. 
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18. As per claims 15 and 42, www. saf elite . com discloses the method and apparatus wherein 
the providing step is practiced by: 

determining a plurality of service zones (page 3, "enter your zip code below for a list 
of service center addresses and phone numbers); 

establishing at least one service factor for each service zone, the service factor 
including an adjustment to a first price to define a modified price (page 8, "Safelite will meet 
or beat any competitors price"); 

for each service zone, inputting into the database information for those repair shops that 
are willing to conduct repairs at the modified price (page 8, where "Safelite will meet or beat any 
competitors price" at their "700 stores nationwide", which are also in the database (page 3). 

19. As per claims 16 and 43, www. safelite . com discloses the method and apparatus including 
establishing at least one supplemental service factor for at least a portion of the repair shops in 
the database, the supplemental service factor including an additional price adjustment to the first 
price to obtain a total discount price (page 8, where "Safelite will meet or beat any competitors 
price" at their "700 stores nationwide", which are in the database (page 3). 

20. As per claims 17 and 44, www. safelite . com discloses the method and apparatus wherein 
the selecting step is practiced by: 

defining a reference point (page 3, "enter your zip code"); 

generating a reference area around the reference point (page 3, enter your zip code below 
for a list of service center addresses"); 
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selecting glass repair shops in the database within that reference area. 

21 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except 
that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes 
of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the 
United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

22. Claims 20 - 27 and 29 - 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Borghesi et al (US 5,950,169). 

As per claim 20, Borghesi et al discloses a method of coordinating an automotive 
glass repair process for a policyholder of an insurance company, comprising the steps of: 

inputting data for a plurality of glass repair shops into a data storage device, the data 
including a geographic location designation, a service factor and a supplemental 
service factor for each repair shop (column 12, lines 2 -3 v^here "the user may create or edit 
administrative data"); 

receiving glass loss information about the policyholder (column 12, lines 3-4 v^here the 
user may "create or edit vehicle information, create or edit an estimate of damage"); 

ranking at least a portion of the repair shops in the database based on at least one of the 
glass loss information, service factor and supplemental service factor; 

presenting at least one of the ranked repair shops to the policyholder for choice to 
perform the glass repair (column 16, lines 2-3) and (figure 16, item 402). 
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23. As per claim 21, Borghesi et al discloses the method as claimed in claim 20, wherein the 
inputting step is practiced by: 

identifying a plurality of service zones (column 9, line 50 -52, with "specifics on the 
repair site such as location and state"); 

identifying a comparison glass repair cost (column 12, lines 57 - 58, where "the user 
may also compare the total estimate to a threshold value"); 

establishing at least one service factor for each service zone, the service factor including 
a price adjustment to the first p rice to define a modified price (column 15, lines 51-52, where 
the price adjusting service factor is whether the replacement parts are OEM, A/M or salvage 
parts); 

designating repair shops which are willing to conduct glass repairs for the 
modified price as approved repair shops (column 16, lines 2 - 3); 

establishing at least one supplemental service factor for at least one of the approved 
repair shops, the supplemental service factor including an additional price adjustment to the 
modified price to obtain a supplemental discount price (column 12, line 55, where the 
supplemental service factor is labor rates); 

inputting the approved repair shops into the data storage device (column 11, line 5 - 7); 

24. As per claims 22 and 24, Borghesi et al discloses the wherein when the policyholder 
has a preferred repair shop and the preferred repair shop is one of the repair shops in the 
database, the method includes selecting that preferred repair shop to conduct the glass repair 
(figure 16, item 402) and (column 16, lines 2-3, where the preferred repair shop is 
participant in the DRP direct repair program). 
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25. As per claim 23, Borghesi et al discloses the method as claimed in claim 20, wherein 
when the policyholder has a preferred repair shop and the preferred repair shop is not a repair 
shop in the database, the method includes determining whether the preferred repair shop will 
conduct the glass repair at about the modified price (column 16, line 30-33, where non-DRP is 
a facility not preferred by the insurer). 

26. As per claim 25, Borghesi et al discloses method as claimed in claim 23, wherein when 
the preferred repair shop is not willing to conduct the glass repair at the modified price, the 
method includes: 

conducting a competitive bidding between the preferred repair shop and at least one of 
the approved repair shops (column 18, line 66 - column 19, line 2, the competitive bidding 
between salvagers via e-mail); 

obtaining a lowest repair price from the bidding process (column lines 50 - 53, the 
"lowest replacement cost" of OEM, A/M or salvage parts); 

paying the poHcyholder the amount of the lowest bid (column 18, line 52 - 55, where 
the insured policyholder is paid the lowest amoimt of repair or total loss). 

27. As per claim 26, Borghesi et al discloses the method as claimed in claim 21 , wherein 
when the policyholder does not have a preferred repair shop, the method includes: 

selecting at least one approved glass repair shop from the data storage device (column 16, 
lines 2-3) and (figure 16, item 402). 
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scheduling a repair visit for the policyholder at the selected approved repair shop (column 
16, lines 21-22, where "the insured signs the work order and schedules repair work with the 
body shop"). 

28. As per claims 27, 33 and 34, Borghesi et al discloses methods as claimed in claim 26, 
including: 

determining a policyholder reference location (column 9, lines 30 - 32); 

generating a reference area including the reference location and capturing approved 
repair shops in the reference area (column 9, lines 49 -5 1 , where the reference location of the 
policyholder and of the repair shop are based on address location and state); 

Borghesi et al does not explicitly disclose ranking the captured approved repair shops 
from a first ranked to a last ranked repair shop or starting from the first ranked repair shop, 
presenting at least one of the ranked repair shops to the policyholder to select a repair shop to 
conduct the glass repair. However, this feature is deemed to be inherent to the Borghesi et al 
system as lines 64 - 67 in column 15 show that automotive repair shops are ranked primarily 
on whether they employ a direct repair program. 

29. As per claim 29, Borghesi et al discloses the method as claimed in claim 26, including: 
sending a work order to the selected repair shop to confirm the repair visit (column 16, 

lines 15 ~ 19, the "Estimate-of-Record"); 

receiving a repair bill from the selected repair shop after the repair visit is 
completed (column 16, line 59 - 60, the "computerized estimate"); 

invoicing the repair shop bill against the work order (column 18, lines 10-13, 
where "the insurance company sends an authorization"). 
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30. As per claim 30, Borghesi et al discloses the method as claimed in claim 29, including: 
sending a bill to the insurance company in the amount of the repair bill (column 16, 

lines 47- 48); 

receiving payment from the insurance company for the repair shop bill (column 5, lines 
24- 25) and (column 16, lines 53 - 54); 

paying the selected repair shop for the repair a visit (column 5, lines 24- 25). 

31, As per claim 31, Borghesi et al discloses the method as claimed in claim 30, including 
billing the insurance company a fixed fee for each glass repair transaction (figure 10, item 304, 
where the fee for each service is stored in a database and is displayed via said screen). 

31. As per claim 32, Borghesi et al discloses verifying that the policyholder has a current 
insurance policy with the insurance company (column 16, line 44 - 45). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

32. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



33. Claims 18, 19, 45 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 



over the web site www. safelite. com in view of Siegrist Jr. et al (US 5,652,842). 
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34. As per claims 1 8 and 45, www. saf elite . com teaches a list of service provider who will 
adjust a price downward to meet or beat the price of a competitor, www. safelite . com also 
teaches a listing at least a portion of the selected glass repair shops in the reference area a 
directory of glass repair shops, but does not teach placing the list of repair shops in chronological 
order based on the last service date. Siegrist Jr. et al teaches the last day of service as a discharge 
date (column 1, line 32) and (figure 12a) and also teaches generating lists of ranked service 
providers (column 10, lines 24 - 34). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to combine the www.safelite.com directory list of 
service providers with the chronological ordering functionality of the Siegrist Jr. et al invention 
because such an invention would allow users to determine which service providers had 
performed work most recently. This would be useful in allowing users to determine if the 
service provider were still in business or was still performing the needed repair services. Such a 
device would also allow users to evaluate any supplemental service factors in order to evaluate 
what service providers had performed the best work most recently. Such an invention would 
allow users to evaluate repair service providers more accurately and more efficiently in a timely 
manner. 

35. As per claims 19 and 46, www.safelitexom teaches a list of service provider who will 
adjust a price downward to meet or beat the price of a competitor and also teaches a 
supplemental service factor of a satisfaction measurement (page 12). www.safelite.com also 
teaches a listing at least a portion of the selected glass repair shops in the reference area a 
directory of glass repair shops, but does not teach placing the Ust of repair shops in chronological 
order based on the last service date. Siegrist Jr. et al teaches the last day of service as a discharge 
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date (column 1, line 32) and (figure 12a) and also teaches generating lists of ranked service 
providers (column 10, lines 24 - 34). It w^ould have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to combine the wvm.safelite.com directory list of 
service providers with the chronological ordering functionality of the Siegrist Jr. et al invention 
because such an invention would allow users to determine which service providers had 
performed work most recently. This would be useful in allowing users to determine if the 
service provider were still in business or was still performing the needed repair services. Such a 
device would also allow users to evaluate the supplemental service factor of the satisfaction 
index in order to evaluate what service providers had performed the best work most recently. 
Such an invention would allow users to evaluate repair service providers more accurately and 
more efficiently in a timely manner. 

36. Claims 7, 8 and 40 are rejected imder 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Siegrist Jr. et al (US 5,652,842) in view of the web site vmw.safelite.com . 

As per claims 7 and 8, Siegrist Jr. et al teaches a database of service providers that can be 
ranked according to cost (column 10, lines 24 - 34) and presented by service zone (column 6, 
lines 40 - 45, zip codes). Siegrist Jr. et al does not teach a satisfaction index, vmw.safelite.com 
teaches a method including establishing a satisfaction index for at least a portion of the service 
providers in the database (page 12, their "Satisfaction Measurements"), vmw. safelite .com also 
teaches a database of service providers, where a portion of the database can be selected and 
presented by zip code (page 3). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to combine the Siegrist Jr. et al ranking functionality with 
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the www.safelite.com satisfaction index because ranking would put the satisfaction index 
number in context and allow various locations to be compared against each other. The index 
number for one specific service provider would in point of fact be meaningless without the 
ability to compare said number to a similarly derived score that evaluated competing service 
providers. Placing the satisfaction index numbers in ranked order would allow various service 
providers to be compared at a glance in a fast and easy manner (column 10, lines 24 - 34). 

37. As per claim 40, Siegrist Jr. et al teaches the apparatus as claimed in claim 39 and teaches 
the supplemental service factor of ranking by cost in order to determine the lowest cost service 
provider (column 10, lines 24 - 34). Siegrist Jr. et al does not teach a satisfaction index for each 
service provider in the database, www.safelite.com does teach a satisfaction index (page 12, a 
"satisfaction measurement". It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the service factor of cost evaluation of the Siegrist 
Jr. et al invention with the www, safelite . com directory list of service providers because such an 
invention would give a customer two factors on which to base a purchase decision. Allowing 
both price and customer satisfaction to both be presented simultaneously would give the 
customer more information and would empower said customer to more accurately and efficiently 
choose a service provider. 

38. Claims 28 and 35 - 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the web site Borghesi et al (US 5,950,169) in view of Siegrist Jr. et al (US 5,652,842). 

39. As per claim 28, Borghesi et al teaches the supplemental service factor of selecting a 
repair service provider based on accreditation and participation in the direct repair program 
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(column 15, line 67). Borghesi et al further teaches the primary service factor of cost by 
teaching the use of OEM, A/M or salvaged repair parts (colunm 15, lines 50 - 53). Borghesi et 
al does not specifically teach the supplemental service factor of ranking of repair facilities by 
date of last service. Siegrist Jr. et al teaches obtaining a secondary ranking to select repair 
shops based on the date of last repair service as a discharge date (column 1, line 32) and 
(figure 12a), Siegrist Jr. et al also teaches the ranking of repair service providers (column 
10, lines 24-35, where the ranking and limiting a list to a given number of items and to an 
average is discloses). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the lowest cost methodology and insurance functionality of the 
Borghesi et al invention with the list ordering of service providers and the last service date 
functionality of the Siegrist Jr. et al invention because such an invention would allow users to 
because such an invention would allow users to determine which service providers had 
performed work most recently. This would be useful in allowing users to determine if the 
service provider were still in business or was still performing the needed repair services. Such a 
device would also allow users to evaluate the length of time a service provider had been 
providing said service in order to determine if the service provider has a long and successful 
history of providing quality service and also to know whether quality has changed between the 
first and latest times such a service had been provided. Such an invention would allow users to 
evaluate repair service providers more accurately and more efficiently in a timely manner. 
40. A per claim 35, Borghesi et al teaches the supplemental service factor of selecting a 
repair service provider based on accreditation and participation in the direct repair program 
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(column 15, line 67). Borghesi et al further teaches the primary service factor of cost by 
teaching the use of OEM, A/M or salvaged repair parts (column 15, lines 50 - 53). Borghesi et 
al does not specifically teach the supplemental service factor of ranking of repair facilities by 
date of last service. 

Siegrist Jr. et al teaches obtaining a primary ranking by ranking the captured repair 
shops by the supplemental service factor of cost providers (column 10, lines 24 - 34), with the 
repair shop having the lowest price and hence the highest cost savings and largest cost 
supplemental service factor ranked first, and the repair shop having the highest price and hence 
the lowest cost savings or value lowest supplemental service factor ranked last. Siegrist Jr. et 
al also teaches obtaining a secondary ranking to select repair shops based on the date of last 
repair service as a discharge date (column 1, line 32) and (figure 12a). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the lowest cost methodology and insurance functionality of the 
Borghesi et al invention with the list ordering of service providers and the last service date 
functionality of the Siegrist Jr. et al invention because such an invention would allow users to 
obtain and analyze more decision making factors from the combined inventions that from either 
invention standing alone. Such a combination would allow the customer to consider cost, 
certification, date of last rating as factors in their choice of a service provider and would allow 
each individual customer to attach whatever importance they individually felt that these factors 
should merit as important in their individual decision making process. Giving the user more 
information and greater freedom to analyze said information increases efficiency and accuracy 
for users of the combined system. 
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41 . As per claim 36, Siegrist Jr. et al et al teacher the method where the selected repair 
shops for secondary ranking are selected by selecting the top 20% of repair shops from the 
primary ranking (column 10, lines 24-35, where the ranking and limiting a list to a given 
number of items and to an average is discloses). 

42. As per claim 37 Siegrist Jr. et al et al teaches the method where the selected repair 
shops for secondary ranking are selected by selecting the top five to ten repair shops from the 
primary ranking (column 10, lines 24-35, where the ranking and limiting a list to a given 
number of items and to an average is discloses). 
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Conclusion 

43. No claims were allowed and all claims were rejected. 

1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

O'Hagan et al (US 6,314,406) - Customer survey system. 
Atcheson et al. (5,583,763) - Expert based commerce system. 
Gindlesperger (6,397,197) - Lowest bidder apparatus and method. 
cartalk.cars.com as archived on July 7, 2000 - Web site on automobile repairs. 

44. Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Eric Shaffer whose telephone number is (703) 305-5283. 
The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (703) 305-9643. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington D.C. 20231 

Or faxed to: 

(703) 746-7238 [After Final communications, labeled "Box AF"] 

(703) 746-7239 [Official conmiunications] 

(703) 706-9124 [Informal/Draft communications, labeled 
"PROPOSED" or "DRAFT"] 

Hand delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park 5, 2121 Crystal Drive, 
Arlington, VA, 7^ floor receptionist. 

ETS 

April 20, 2002 

TARIQ R. HAFIZ 

SUPERVISORY ?mm m^mER 

TECHNOLOCy CENTER 




